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the alternative tuition policy, state appropriations per student

would peak at 96.1 percent of 1980 levels at the Twin Cities

campus and 92.7 percent of 1980 levels at the Morris campus.

Program Funding

This alternative would apply the AVTI funding policy to the

three public collegiate systems. Program funding would provide

constant levels of funding for instructional faculty compensation

unless enrollments in an institution change by more than five

percent over a two-year period. If such a change occurs, funding

for instruction in that institution would change by the per-

centage change in enrollment minus 5 percent. Funding for

instructional supplies would be directly related to enrollment.

Support activities would receive the same level of funding they

received in the base year.

Community College

Program funding for the Community College System, by

providing stable resources, would result in lower staffing ratios

and higher levels of operating expenditures per student than

would current funding policies. The difference in resource

levels between the two funding policies would not be as large as

in the other collegiate systems. The smaller difference is due

to the fact that Community College System enrollments are not

projected to decline below the bulge base. As a consequence, the
\

system would only lose tuition revenue and the partial
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appropriation as enrollments decline under current policies.

Tables 34, 35, and 36 contain the projected resource requirements

of the Community College System under program funding.

Fixed staffing levels under program funding combined with

enrollment declines would cause the system student/faculty

staffing ratio to decline from 18.62 to 1.0 in 1988 to 17.27 to

1.0 in 1996. Operating e~penditures per student would rise from

6.8 percent below 1980 levels in 1988 to 1980 levels by 1996, the

year of lowest enrollment. Although resources would be stable

under a program funding policy, state appropriations per student

would never exceed 1980 levels during the projection period.

Under the alternative policy of tuition at 33 percent of oper

ating expenditures and program funding, state appropriations per

student would never exceed 86 percent of 1980 levels.

Anoka-Ramsey Community Colleqe is projected to experience a

slight enrollment increase after 1988, the year in which program

funding would be implemented. The result of increased enroll

ment, stable staffing, and stable funding would be a rise in the

staffing ratio and a decline in operating expenditures per

student. As enrollments decline, the staffing ratio would

decline, from 21.2 to one in 1990 to 19.55 to one in 1996.

Expenditures per student would rise from a low of 90.0 to a high

of 97.3 percent of 1980 levels between 1990 and 1998. By 1998,

state appropriations per student would rise to 91.1 to 77.0

percent of 1980 levels under the current and alternative tuition

policies respectively.



TABLE 34

PROJECTED STUDENT FACULTY STAFFING RATIO, EXPo.'1JITURES, AND STATE APPROPRIATIONS
UNDER PROGRAM FUNDING WITH CURRENT AND ALTEfiATIVE TUITION POLICIES

IN CONSTANT DOI.I.ARS
F.Y. 1982 - F.Y. 2000

COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM

Current Tuition Policy Alternative 7uition Policy

Maintenance State Tuition State Tui-.:ion
Student! and Equip~t Appropriations/ Revenue Appropriations! Revem:e
Faculty Expenditures M & E!FYE State FYE as a Percent State FYE as a Percent

Fisca.l Staffing (M & E)/ as a Percent Appropriations/ as a Percent of Net M & E Appropriations/ as a Percent of Net Y. & E
Year Ratio2 FYE of F.Y. 1980 FYE ofLY.1980 Expenditures FYE of F.Y. 1980 Expenditures

1982 18.96:1 $2,162 92.28% $1,450 88,35% 25.60% $1,450 88.35% 25.60%

1983 18.97:1 2,102 89.73 1,347 82.08 28.30 1,347 82.08 28.30
>

1984 18.96:1 2,108 89.97 1,353 82.41 28.22 1,306 79.57 30.53 I
(J)
to

l"'i6 18.82:1 2.165 92.43 1.407 85.70 27.44 1,290 78.58 33.33

iCeS 18.62:1 2,185 93.28 1,425 86.84- 27.18 1,302 79.32 33.33

.:.390 18.97:1 2,146 91.60 1,388 84.56 27.70 1,278 77.84 33.33

~992 18.30:1 2,221 94.83 1,460 88.94- 26.72 1,324- 80.69 33.33

'994- 17.31:1 2,342 99.97 1.574 95.90 25.29 1,398 85.20 33.33

1996 17.27:1 2.353 100.43 1.585 96.56 25.17 1.406 85.64 33.33

1998 17.28:1 2.351 100.36 1,583 96.46 25.19 1.405 85.57 33.33

2000 17.41:1 2.332 99.55 1,565 95.34- 25.4-0 1,393 84.84- 33.33

1 Constant Fisca.l Year 1980 dollars adjusted for funding reductions in F.Y. 1982 and F.Y. 1983.
2 Faculty include unclassified positions in the following allocation categories-special outreach. student activities, student

services, library/audio visual, low ratio occupational, occupational program leadership, and general instruction.



TABLE 35

PROJECTED STUDENT FACULTY STAFFING RATIO, EXPENDITURES, AND STATE APPROPRIATIONS
UNDER PROGRAM FUNDING WITH CURRENT AND ALTERNATIVE TUITION POLICIES

IN CONSTANT DOLLARS1

F.Y. 1982 - F.Y. 2000
ANOKA-RAMSEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Current Tuition Policy Alternative Tuition Policy

Maintenance State Tuition State Tuitio::!
Student/ and Equipment Appropriations/ Revenue Appropriations/ Re·....en1.1e
Faculty Expenditures M & E/ITE State ITE as a Percent State FYE as a Percent

Fiscal. Staffing (M &E)/ as a Percent Appropriations/ as a Percent of Net M & E Appropriations! as a Percent of ~et ~ & E
Year Ratio2 ITE of F.Y. 1980 ITE of F.Y. 1980 Expenditures F::'E of F.Y. 19&0- Expend i't1.:..""'e s-1982 19.64:1 $1,880 96.40% $1,191 93.60% 29.60% $1,191 93.60% 29.6C%

1953 20.20:1 1.787 91.64 1,053 82.79 33.53 1.053 82.79 33.53

>
1984 20.65:1 1,755 89.99 1.022 80.29 34.18 975 76.62 30.98 I

'l

1986 20.78:1
0

1,779 91.22 1.045 82.15 33.70 928 72.98 40.60

1988 20.90:1 1,780 91.24 1.046 82.21 33.69 923 72.52 40.98

1990 21.20:1 1,755 89.99 1,023 80.39 34.18 913 71.72 40.79

1992 20.67:1 1,799 92.23 1,064 83.66 33.31 929 73.01 ~1.23

1994 19.88:1 1.867 95.73 1.130 88.79- 32.03 954 74.99 41.90

1996 19.71:1 1,883 96.55 1.145 89.99 31. 75 965 75.90 41.73

1998 19.55:1 1,898 97.28 1,159 91.07 31.50 980 77.03 41.37

2000 19.66:1 1,888 96.78 1.149 90.32 31.67 977 76.78 41.24

1 Constant Fiscal. Year 1980 dollars adjusted for funding reductions in F.Y. 1982 and F.Y. 1983.
2 FaC'.u'ty include unclassified positions in the following allocation categories--special outreach, student activities, s'tudent

services, library/audio visual., low ratio OCCl..-pational, occupational program leadership, and general instruction.



TABLE 36

PROJECTED STUDENT FACULTY STAFFING RATIO, EXPENDITURES, AND STATE APPROPRIATIONS
-UNDER PROGRAM FUNDING WITH CURRENT AND ALTERNATIVE TUITION POLICIES

IN CONSTANT DOLLARSl

F.Y. 1982 - F.Y. 2000
RAINY RIVER COMMUNITY COLLEGE·

Current Tuition Policy Alterr~tive Tui~icn ?olicv

Maintenance State Tuition St:a~e Tui1::',::::
Stuc.ent/ and E(;.uipt::ent Appropriations/ Revenue Ap;>ropriations/ ?e".-e=:t:.e
Faculty Expenditures M & ElITE State FYE as a Percent S1:ate ITE as a ~~=e=~

Fiscal. Staffing eX &E)/ as a Percent Appropriations/ as a Pe=-cent of Net ~ &E Appropriations! as a Percen~ c= ~~e~ ~ £. :::
'?ear P.atio2 FYE of LY. 1980 ITE of F.Y. 1980 Expenditures FYE of LY. 1S80 ZX:e:::::i'::"..:=es

1982 12.52:1 $3,359 104.49% $2,684 104.88% 16.25% $2,684 104.88% 10.:?-5:%

1953 12.66:1 3,264 101.54 2,544 99.41 17.95 2,541+ 99.41 17.95
>-
I

1981.> 12.56:1 3.233 100.58 2,514 98.21 18.13 2.467 96.39 19.61 -....J
f-1>

1986 12.66:1 3.354 104.34 2.631 102.81 17.46 2,515 98.25 21.03

j88 12.41:1 3.433 106.80 2.709 105.84 17.04 2,585 101.01 20.73

1990 12.65:1 3,368 104.78 2,645 103.35 17.38 2,535 99.04 20.74

1992 12.45:1 3,422 106.46 2,698 105.42 17.10 2,563 100.12 21.16

":'994 11.75:1 3.611 112.32 2,883 112.63 16.18 2,707 105.76 21.17

1996 11.50 :1 3,695 114.94 2.965 115.85 15.81 2,786 106.85 20.76

1998 11. 54:1 3.682 114.54 2,953 115.36 15.86 2,774 108.38 20.84

2000 11.34:1 3,747 116.55 3.016 117.85 15.58 2.844 111.11 20.29

1 Constant Fiscal Year 1980 dollars adjusted for funding reductions in F.Y. 1982 and F.Y. 1983.
2 Faculty include unclassified positions in the following allocation categories--special outreach. student activities, student

se...--vices, library/audio visual. low ratio occupational. occupational program leadership, and general instruction.



A-72

Rainy River Community College is projected to experience

steady enrollment declines. The staffing ratio would drop from

12.41 in 1998 to 11.34 in 2000. Operating expenditures per

student would rise from 6.8 to 16.6 percent above 1980 levels as

enrollments decline between 1988 and 2000.

State University System

Program funding would provide stable staffing and funding

for all seven state universities. Under current policies,

however, the five regularly funded state universities would lose

staff and funding with enrollments. Consequently, a program

funding policy would result in significantly lower staffing

ratios and significantly higher expenditure per student levels at

those five state universities. Projected resource requirements

of the State University System under program funding are con

tained in Tables 37, 38, and 39.

Stable staffing levels, combined with the projected enroll

ment declines, would cause the system staffing ratio to drop from

16.4 students per staff member in 1988 to 15.0 students per staff

member by 1996. Similarly, as enrollments decline and funding is

held stable, operating expenditures per student would rise by

almost $300 per student between 1988 and 1996 and would be 17

percent above 1980 levels. Although state appropriations per

student would rise to 16.0 percent above 1980 levels under

program funding and the current tuition policy, they would barely

exceed 1980 levels under the alternative tuition policy.



TABLE 37

PROJECTED STUDENT FACULTY STAFFING RATIO, EXPENDITURES, AND STATE APPROPRIATIONS
UNDER PROGRAl''f FUNDING WITd CURRENT AND ALTERNATIVE TUITION POLICIES

IN COKSTft~7 DOLLARS1
F.Y. 1982 - r.Y. 2000

STATE UNIVERSITY SYSTEM

Current Tuition Policy Alternative Tuition Policy

Maintenance State Tuition St:ate Tui~ic!!

S"tUC:e::l~! and Equiprne::J:t Appropriations! Revenue Appro?riationsl Fe-..e::n:e
Faculty Expend i tures M &E!FYZ State rYE as a Percent State FYE as a ?e:::-ce::.t:

Fiscal St:a=ring (l'! & E)/ as a Percent: Appropriations/ as a Percent of H & E Appropria'tions/ as a Percent of !: & E
":."ear ?.at:io2 rYE of F. Yo 1980 rYE of F. Y. 1980 Expenditures FIT of F.Y. 1980 DQe!1cit:C'es

1982 18.30:1 $2,611 95.34% $1,883 92.1a% 25.60% $1,883 92.18% 25.6C%

1983 18.17:1 2,576 94.06 1,761 86.24 29.30 1,761 66.24 29.3C >
I1984 17.57:1 2,655 96.95 1,837 89.93 28.47 1,761 86.23 31.32 -...,J

c.u
1986 17.22:1 2,765 100.98 1,942 95.10 27.35 l,'i77 87.00 33.33

1988 :16.38:1 2,910 106.27 2,083 101.98 26.00 1,870 91. 53 33.33

1990 16.27:1 2,932 107.07 2,105 103.05 25.79 1,884 92.23 33.33

1992 15.99:1 2,981 108.84 2,152 105.36 25.37 1,915 93.75 33.33

1994 15.20:1 3,156 115.23 2,321 113.64 23.98 2,026 99.20 33.33

1956 14.97:1 3,204 117.00 2,369 115.97 23.61 2,057 100.73 33.33

:1998 15.44:1 3,109 113.52 2,276 111.45 24.32 1,996 97.74 33.33

2000 15.64:1 3,071 112.14- 2,240 109.65 24.62 1,972 96.55 33.33

1 Constant Fiscal Year 1980 dollars adjusted for funding reductions in F.Y. 1982 and F.Y. 1983.
2 Includes instructional faculty positions and program supplement unclassified positions.



TABLE 38

PROJECTED STUDENT FACULTY STAFFING RATIO, EXPENDITURES, AND STATE APPROPRIATIONS
UNDER PROGRAM FUNDING WITH CURRENT AND ALTE~~ATIVE TUITION POLICIES

, IN CONSTANT DOLLARS1

F.Y. 1982 - F.Y. 2000
BEMIDJI STATE UNIVERSITY

~iscol.

Year

1982

1.983

1984

1986

1938

1990

1992

1994

1996

:995

20CO

Current Tuition Po~icy Alternative Tuition Po~icv

Maintenance State Tuition St"ate Tuiticn
Stucent/ and Equipment Appropriations/ Revenue Appropria1:ions! Rever-ue
Facu...::ty Expenditures M & E!ITE State FYE as a Percent State IT::: as a ?e;:-cer:t
Staffing (M & E)/ as a Percent Appropriations/ as a Percent G£ M & E AppropriaLions/ as a ?erce:lt: 0= ~ [, E
Rati02 FYE 0= r.Y. 1980 ITE of F.Y. 1980 Expenditures .FYE 0= LY. 1920 EX?ed.i-:t:!:'es

18.39:1 $2.846 100.92% $2,166 99.46% 23.50% $2,166 99.46% 23.50%

18.32:1 2.831 100.41 2.065 94.81 26.66 2,065 9~.81 26.66
::t>

17.70:1 2,859 101.38 2.092 96.06 26.41 2.015 92.55 29.09
,

-...J
+:

17.35:1 2.962 105.06 2,195 100.79 25.48 2,028 93.13 31.11

16.40:1 3.128 110.94 2,359 108.36 24.13 2,144 98.47 31.01

'16.22:1 3.169 112.39 2,400 110.22 23.82 2,178 100.00 30.84

15.87:1 3,235 114.75 2,466 113.27 23.33 2,228 102.31 30.71

15.03:1 3,413 121.05 2,643 121.39 22.12 2,31+6 107.75 30.81

14.88:1 3,451 122.41 2,682 123.14 21.87 2,368 108.76 30.94

15.36:1 3,346 118.67 2,577 118.32 22.56 2,295 105.40 3C.97

15.52:1 3,313 117.51 2,544 116.83 22.78 2,275 104.49 30.89

1 Constant Fiscal Year 1980 dollars adjusted for funding reductions in F.Y. 1982 and F.Y. 1983.
2 IncJ.uees instruC"'"...ionaJ. facul.t-.f positions and progroam supp~ement unclassified positions.



TABLE 39

PROJECTED STUDENT FACULTY STAFFING RATIO, EXPENDITURES, AND STATE APPROPRIATIONS
UNDER PROGRAM n.rNDING WITH CURRENT AND ALTERNATIVE TUITION POLICIES

IN CONSTANT DOLLARS1

F.Y. 1982 - F.Y. 2000
SOUTHWEST STATE UNIVERSITY

Current Tuition Policy Alternative ~uitic~ Policy

~.aintenance State Tuition State T1;:'-:::ic::
Student/ and Equi;i!Iel1t Appropriationsl Revenue Appropriations/ 3.eve::-.;e
Faculty Expenditures M & E/ITE State ITE as a Percent State FYE as a Fe=-ce:::.t

Fiscal. Staffing (y. & E)! as a Percent Appropriations! as a Percent of 1'1 & E Appropriations! as a Percent of \.~ & :::
~ec= Ratio2 FYE of F.y. 1980 Fl"E of F.Y. 1980 Expenditures n"E of F. Y. lS8a E:ce::::i~es

1982 15.87:1 $3,624 101.37% $2,968 100.41% 17.86% $2,968 100.41% 17.8E%

1963 14-.4-4:1 3,897 108.99 3,156 106.77 18.76 3,156 106.77 18.76
:J>

1984- 13.49:1 4,168 116.56 3,426 115.91 17.54 3,325 112.51 lS.95 I
......:J
(J"l

1586 11.65:1 4,823 134.88 4,079 138.01 15.16 3,888 131.55 19.11

1988 10.99:1 5,085 142.20 4,340 14-6.84- 14.38 4,101 138.75 19.08

lS30 10.82:1 5,171 144.77 4,432 149.95 14.12 4,186 141.61 18.83

1932 10.50:1 5,328 149.00 4,583 155.05 13.72 4,320 146.16 18.65

1991j. 9.92:1 5,615 157.03 4,869 164.74 13.02 4,548 153.88 18.73

1996 9.80:1 5,595 159.28 4,949 157.46 12.83 4,612 156.05 18.75

1998 10.11:1 5,527 154.58 4,782 161.78 13.22 4,476 151.45 18.75

2000 9.80:1 5,695 159.28 4,949 167.46 12.83 4,657 157.55 17.97

1 Constant Fiscal Year 1980 dollars adjusted for funding reductions in F.Y. 1982 and F.Y. 1983.
2 Includes ins~ctional faculty positions and program supplement unclassified positions.
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Program funding, by providing stable resource levels to all

state universities, would avoid the widening of disparities in

staffing and funding between institutions which would occur under

current policies. Southwest State University would experience

declining staffing ratios and risinq levels of funding per

student under program funding almost identical to those under

current policies. Bemidji and the other reqularly funded state

universities would experience significantly richer staffinq

ratios and expenditure per student levels under program funding.

The staffing ratio at Bemidji would decline by 1.5 students per

staff member to 14.9 to 1.0 by 1996. Expenditures per student at

Bemidji would rise 22.4 percent above 1980 levels under proqram

funding. State appropriations per student at Bemidji would rise

23.1 percent above 1980 levels by 1996 under program funding.

University of Minnesota

A program fundinq policy for the University of Minnesota

would provide the most dramatic contrast to current funding

policies in staffing ratios and expenditures per student.

Current funding policies for the University of Minnesota reduce

staffing and fundinq nearly in proportion with enrollments after

the end of the bulge funding policy. Since system enrollments

are projected to decline below the 1977 base three years earlier

than the State University System, the University of Minnesota

would lose resources earlier under current policies. A program

funding policy implemented in 1985, when system enrollments
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decline below the 1977 base, would hold levels virtually constant

at 1985 levels. Tables 40, 41, and 42 illustrate the projected

effects of program funding for the University of Minnesota.

Stable staffing levels combined with a 21.9 percent pro

jected enrollment decline would result by 1996 in a decrease in

the system staffing ratio from 13.35 to 11.70 students per staff

member. By 1996, stable funding would cause expenditures per

student to rise 14.4 percent above 1980 levels or $797 per

student above 1984, the last year of the bulge funding policy.

Program funding combined with the alternative tuition policy

would provide an additional $330 per student in tuition and would

hold state appropriations per student under 1980 levels durinG

the projection period.

Program funding would have effects on the Twin Cities and

Morris campuses similar to those on the system. The Twin Cities

and Morris campuses would experience increases in instructional

staffing ratios of 1.6 and 2 0 students per staff member respec

tively between 1986 and 1996. Operating expenditures per student

would rise by $610 at the Twin Cities campus and $809 per student

at the Morris campus. Program funding and the current tuition

policy would result in a rise in state appropriations per student

to 11 2 and 19 1 percent above 1980 levels at the Twin Cities and

Morris campuses respectively by 1996. The comparable percentages

under the alternative tuition policy would be 99 1 at the Twin

Cities campus and 98.7 at the Morris campus.



TABLE 40

PROJECTED INSTRUCTIONAL EXPENDITURES AND STATE APPROPRIATIONS FOR INSTRUCTION
UNDER PROGRAM FUNDING WITH CURRENT AND ALTERNATIVE TUITION POLICIES

IN CONSTANT DOLLARS1
F.Y. 1982 - F.Y. 2000

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

Current Tuition Poligy Alternative Tuition Policy

State State
Instructional Appropriations Tuition Ap?ropriations Tuition

Student/ Expenditu:res/ State for Instruction! Revenue State for Instruction/ Revenue
Faculty Instructional FYE Appropriations FYE as a Percent Appropriations FYE as a Percent

iscal Staffing Expenditu:res/ as a Percent for Instruction! as a Percent of Instructional for Instruction/ as a Percent 0= Ir.s~uc~ional

:ea:- Ratio2 FYE3 of F.Y. 1980 FYE of F.Y. 1980 Expenditures F.YE of F.Y. 1980 ~e;:::'i~:es

1982 14.30:1 $3~527 91.82% $2.239 87.32% 28.64% $2,239 87.32% 28.6J.r\

lS53 14.26:1 3,514 91.48 2,114 82.43 31.85 2,114 82.43 31.85
::>

3,596 93.60 2.137 83.34 32.56
I

1954 13.94:1 2.187 85.30 31.17 .....:J
00

1986 13.35:1 3~781 98.43 2,349 91.61 29.74 2,214 86.33 33.33

1588 12.81:1 3,961 103.12 2.508 91.80 28.47 2.315 90.29 33.33

1990 12.63:1 4.016 104.53 2.557 99.71 28.10 2.347 91.52 33.33

1992 12.56:1 4,038 105.11 2.557 100.48 27.96 2.360 92.03 33.33

1994 12.08:1 4,229 110.09 2.744 107.00 26.78 2.467 96.20 33.33

1995 11.69:1 4,393 114.37 2.889 112.66 25.82 2,559 99.80 33.33

1398 ll.74:1 4~376 113.92 2.874 112.07 25.91 2,549 99.41 33.33

2000 11.92:1 4,310 112.20 2,814 109.74 26.29 2,5ll 97.91 33.33

1 Co~st:ant Fiscal Year 1980 dollars adjusted for funding reductions in F.Y. 1982 and F.Y. 1983.
2 Faculty includes all unclassified sta...-=f in regular instructional activities.
3 Di..-ect and support expenditures attributable to regular instruction and supported by state funds.



TABLE 41

PROJECTED INSTRUCTIONAL EXPENDITURES AND STATE APPROPRIATIONS FOR INSTRUCTION
UNDER PROGRAM FUNDING WITH CURRENT AND AL7E~ATIVE TUITION POLICIES

IN CONST~~ DOLLARS
F.Y. 1982 - F.Y. 2000

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA - TWIN CITIES

Current Tuition Policy Alternative Tuition Policv

State State
Instructiona.l Appropriations Tuition Ap:;>ropriatio::s T",i-:::'o::

St1:cent! Expenditures State for Instruction! RevE!;."1ue State for Ins~~ction/ ?,eve::":E
Faculty InstructionaJ. FYI: Appropriations FYE as a Percent Appropriations FYE as a ?erce:l~

Fiscal. Staffing Expendituresl as a Percent for Instructionl as a Percent of InstructionaJ. for Instruction as a Percent of =~S7r~c~:'c~~

Year Ratio2 ITE3 of F. Yo 1980 FYI: of F.Y. 1980 Expenditures FYE of LY. 1980 :W~e:::'i~Es

1982 13.66:1 $3,607 92.21\ $2,221 87.• 57% 28.90% $2,221 87.57% 28.?O~

1983 13.62:1 3,591 91.82 2,090 82.38 32.17 2,090 82.38 32.:7
;:J:>

198'-!- 13.33:1 3,668 93.77 2,160 85.18 31. 52 2,115 83.43 32.72 I
~

1986 12.81:1 3,830 97.92 33.33
\D

2,300 90,67 30.28 2,183 86.06

1988 12.32:1 4.002 102,31 2.447 96.46 29.08 2,276 89.75 33.33

1990 12.13:1 4.063 103.87 2,501 98.59 28.67 2,311 91.11 33.33

1992 12.08:1 4,077 104.23 2,513 99.07 28.57 2,319 91.42 33.33

1994 1:1..65:1 4,261 108.94 2,669 105.21 27.44 2,418 95.32 33.33

1996 11. 24:1 4,440 113.50 2.820 111.19 26.43 2.514 99.11 33.33

1S98 11.25 :1 4.436 113.42 2,817 111.08 26.45 2.512 99.04 33.33

2000 11.43 :1 4,369 111.70 2,759 108.76 26.82 2,474 97.55 33.33

1 Constant Fiscal Year 1980 dollars adjusted for funding reductions in F.Y. 1982 and r.Y. 1983.
2 Faculty includes all unclassified staff in regular instructional activities.
3 Direct and support expenditures attributable to regular instruction and supported by state funds.



TABLE 42

PROJECTED INSTRUCTIONAL EXPENDITURES AND STATE APPROPRIATIONS FOR INSTRUCTION
UNDER PROGRAM FUNDING WITH CURRENT AND ALTERNATIVE TUITION POLICIES

IN CONSTANT DOLLARSl
F.Y. 1982 - F.Y. 2000

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA - MORRIS

Current Tuition Policy Alternative T~ition Policv

State State
Instructional Appropriations Tuition Jl.:t'propriations Tu.i'tio~.

Student! Expenditures/ State for Instruction/ Revenue State for Instructio~/ Reye:::;,;.e
Faculty Instructional FYE Appropriations FYE as a Percent Appropriations F':.'E as a ?erce:::t

Fiscal StaffiIlg Expenditures/ as a Percent for Instruction/ as a Percent of Instructional for Instruction! as a Percent of Ir~t~ctional

Year P.atio2 rYE3 of F.Y. 1980 FYE of F.Y. 1980 Expenditures FYE of F.Y. 1980 Ex;:e::-:'i~es

1982 15.93:1 $3,742 88.96% $2,852 85.42% 23.50% $2,852 85.42% 23.50%

1S63 15.92:1 3,684 87.59 2,700 80.89 26.42 2,700 80.89 26.42 >-
I

~SZ~ 15.59:1 3,773 89.69 2,788 83.52 25.80 2,634 78.91 29.87 CO
0

1986 14.72:1 4,156 98.80 3,170 94.94 23.42 2,758 82.60 33.33

1989 13.94:1 4,486 10£.63 3.498 104.77 21. 70 2,976 89.14 33.33

1990 13.82:1 4.522 107.50 3.534 105.86 21.52 3,000 89.87 33.33

1992 13.51:1 4,622 109.88 3,634 108.84 21.06 3,066 91.85 33.33

1994- 12.73:1 4.929 117.17 3,939 117.99 19.75 3,270 97.94 33.33

1996 12.6B:1 4,965 118.04 3,976 119.08 19.60 .3,294 98.67 33.33

1998 13.34:1 4,733 112.50 3,744 112.13 20.57 3,11;.0 94.04 33.33

2000 13.61:1 4,637 110.23 3,648 109.27 20.99 3,076 92.14 33.33

1 Constant Fiscal Year 1980 dollars adjusted for funding reductions in F.Y. 1982 and F.Y. 1983.
2 Faculty includes all unclassified staff in regular instructional activities.
3 Direct and support expenditures attributable to regular instruction and supported by state funds.
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The core funding policy assumes that enrollment related

funding policies may not provide small institutions with suffi

cient resources to offer a minimum breadth of instructional and

support activities A core funding policy would provide suffi

cient resources regardless of enrollment levels The state has

funded a core funding policy for Southwest state UniversitYg The

projections of resource requirements for Southwest State Univer~

sity under current funding policies illustrate the effects of a

core funding policy on a four year institutiong The effects of a

core funding policy on two-year institutions have been simulated

by applying a consultant's suggested core staffing level to the

Community College System Current Community College System

allocation policies provide minimum staffing levels through

reallocation of system resources However, as system enrollments

decline, this policy will place a growing burden on the larger

colleqes A core funding policy would provide additional

resources to the system to maintain core staffing This alter-

native policy was implemented in 1982, the first year any college

fell below minimum staffing.

Community Colleg Sy em

A core funding policy would result in slightly lower

staffing ratios and slightly higher levels of expenditures per

student for the Community College System than would current

funding policies The projected resource requirements of a core

funding policy a e illustrated in Tables 43 and 44



TABLE 43

PROJECTED STUDENT FACULTY STAFFING RATIO, EXPENDITURES, AND STATE APPROPRIATIONS
UNDER MINIMUM CORE FUNDING WITH CURRENT AND ALTERNATIVE TUITION POLICIES

IN CONSTANT DOLLARS1

F.Y. 1982 - F.Y. 2000
COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM

Current Tuition Policy Alternative 7uition Polic~

Maintenance State Tuition State Tui"tion
Student/ and Equipment Appropriations/ Revenue Appropriations/ Re".-em.:.e
Faculty Expenditures M &E/FYE State rYE as a Percent State F:"E as a ?erce::.t

Fiscal Staffbg (M &E)/ as a Percent Appropriations/ as a percent of Net M &E Appropriations/ as a Percent cf Xet ~ &E
Year Rat:io2 rYE of F.Y. 1980 FYE of F.Y. 1980 Expenditures FYE of F.Y. 1980 Ex:>en::'i'tlZes

1982 18.90:1 $2,167 92.52\ $1,456 88~71% 25.53% $1.456 88.71% 25.53%

1983 18.86:1 2.111 90.11 1.356 82.62 28.18 1.356 B2.62 28.18 >
I

1984- 18.82:1 2,118 90.44- 1,364 83.08 28.07 1.315 80.11 30.47 CO
I\,)

1986 18.63:1 2.179 93.03 1.421 86.56 27.26 1.299 79.16 33.33

1988 18.56:1 2.191 93.55 1,432 87.22 27.10 1,306 79.58 33.33

1990 18.65:1 2.161 92.25 1.403 85.49 27.50 1.288 78.46 33.33--
1992 18.48:1 2.224. 94.96 1,463 89.13 26-.68 1.326 80.81 33.33-1994 18.18:1 2.303 98.33 1,536 93.56 25.73 1.373 83.64 33.33

1996 18.16:1 2,305 98.42 1,538 93.68 25.71 1,374 83.72 33.33

199B 18.18:1 2.303 98.33 1.536 93.55 25.73 1,373 83.63 33.33

2eao 18.22:1 2.291 97.81 1.524 92.86 25.87 1.365 83.18 33.33

1 Constant Fiscal Year 1980 dollars adjusted for funding reductions in F.Y. 1982 and feY. 1983.
2 FacuJ.ty include unclassified positions in 'the following allocation categories--special. outreach, student activities .. student

services, library/audio visual.. low ratio occupational. occupational program leadership. and general. instruction.



TABLE 44

PROJECTED STIJDENT
UNDER

FACULTY STAFFING RATIO, EXPENDITURES,
CORE fUNDING WITH CURRENT AND "T 'M:'"O',;.

IN CONSTANT
r.Y. 1982 - F.Y. 2000

RIVER CO}fMUNITY COLLEGE

AND STATE
TUITION

Current Tuition Policy Alterna"tive Tui"t:c~ Policv

Fiscal
Year'

Stuc.er;1:/
irfaintetiance

and

&E)/
Fl"E

& ElFIE
as a Perce.n-t
of r.Y. 1980

State
Appropria~dons/

tiE

State
Appropriations!

FIE
as a Percent
of F.Y. 1980

Tuition
Revenue

as a Percent
of Net & E
Expenditures

State
Appropriat:ions/

F"YE

State
Appropr:"ationsl

F~'L:

as a Perce,,:t
of F"Y" lQSC

Tu:'l::'c:-.
F:e-;-e:::..:.e

as a :erce::t
of ;;e-: ~~ E;, E
:::A~er:~':"~es

1932

1933

19SLt

1986

1938

1990

1992

1994

1995

1998

2000

11.30

67

:1

,55

10,08

9.88:1

9.91

9.71:1

$3,645

3,615

3,612

3,798

3.886

3,810

3,875

4,193

4,178

4,258

$2! 971 116.06%

113.1LI 16.16

112.36 2,892 113.01

.Hi 3,076 120.17 15.37

120.89 3,162 123.53 15.01

118.51 3,087 120.60 15.32

120.55 3,151 123.12 15.05

127.96 3,386 132.27 14.16

130.43 3,L163 135.31 13.89

129.96 3,449 134-.73 13.94

132.47 3,528 137.83 13.61

$2,971

2.896

2,844

2,954

3,036

2.971

3,015

3.223

3.300

3,250

3.369

11o .. C6%

13,14

,,10

115.42

118.63

116.09

117.73

125.91

128.92

128.37

131.53

l~ .. S~%

.16

17.56

18.64

18.32

18.,+2

is.66

18.21

17.87

17.92

17.48

:J>
i

00
w

reductions in r,Y. 1982 and F,Y. 1983.
allocation categories--special outreach, student activities, s~\dent
occupational program leadership. and generaJ. instruction 0

Constant Fiscal Year 1980 dyllars adjusted for
:2 Faculty include unclassified Dositions in the

library/audio visual. low ratio occ~pational
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The Community College System student/faculty ratio declines

from 18.9 to 1.0 in 1982 to 18.2 to 1.0 in 1996 under core

funding. Operating expenditures per student rise to 98.4 percent

of 1980 levels or $22 per student below levels under current

funding policies. At the institution level, however, the core

funding policy would have more dramatic effects on staffing

ratios and expenditures per student. The ratio of students to

faculty at Rainy River is 11.3 to 1.0 in 1982, or 1.2 lower than

under current policies. By 1996, the ratio declines to 9.9, or

2.6 lower than under current policies. Operating expenditures

per student would range from $286 per student higher than under

current policies in 1982 to $596 per student higher by 1996.

Even with the alternative tuition policy, state appropriations

per student under core funding would exceed levels under current

policies by $432 per student by 1996.



APPENDIX B. GOALS FOR INVESTMENT IN POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION

GOALS

The Coordinating Board has formally adopted a set of goals

to guide the investment of public resources in post-secondary

education. The goals are intended to assist decisionmakers in

post-secondary education and to provide a framework for the

consideration of policies which effect post-secondary education.

The goals are:

1.' Minnesota should implement funding policies for post
secondary education which provide incentives for the
most efficient use of limited resources in the
provision of post-secondary education.

Public resources are limited. Therefore, the state

should develop finance policies and procedures which

provide incentives for systems, institutions and the

state to use resources efficiently. Priorities should

be developed to guide the reallocation of resources from

low need and low priority programs to higher priority

programs and areas of emerging demand. Whenever

possible, technology should be used to enhance the

instructional process and to increase faculty produc-

tivity. Without an explicit effort to use resources

efficiently and without state-level incentives, limited

resources will not be used efficiently.
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2. Minnesota should promote the greatest possible
effectiveness in all of its post-secondary education
programs.

Effective education includes many dimensions which are

typically described as quality. Traditionally, high

quality institutions and programs have been equated with

prestigious faculty teaching students of high aptitude

in a comprehensive university. This definition

emphasizes investments rather than the results of the

educational process. Effective education, in fact,

encompasses several dimensions. It is the imparting of

knowledge and skills to individuals. It is the prepara-

tion of individuals to make material and intellectual

contributions to society. It is the discovery of new

knowledge in a field of inquiry.The most dramatic and

effective education may occur with persons who have

previously exhibited little aptitude for learning.

Therefore, effective education should be defined as what

results from the educational process rather than what is

put into it. This definition of effectiveness is based

on the concept of "value added" as a consequence of

instruction. It permits all institutions to compete

equally in the development of effective programs. It

focuses on the challenge of using resources effectively

to educate students regardless of their aptitude,

ability or educational objectives. It also encourages

educators and educational institutions to establish
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performance standards, specify learning objectives and

measure their success in accomplishing sach student's

goals.

3. Minnesota should support basic and applied research
which results in new knowledge and ways to apply new
knowledge in socially useful' ma~nere

The quality of life in Minnesota and the nation is

related directly to the vitality of the economy.

Economic growth is based in part on the development of

new knowledge and increased productivity. state support

for basic and applied research is essential to the

discovery and application of knowledge. State supported

research efforts through post-secondary education have

been instrumental in the discovery of new knowledge in

many areas, including agriculture, the environment,

mining, medicine and computer sciences. Minnesota

should continue to support basic and applied research in

post-secondary education in order to maintain its

competitive position in the regional, national, and

international economy.

4. Minnesota should provide sufficient resources to
enable systems and institutions of offer programs
meet the minimum standards consistent with their
mission.

Post-secondary education receives support from several

sources including the state, students, the federal

government, and private contributions. For public

institutions, most revenue comes from state appropria-

tions and tuition. Historically, support for public
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post-secondary education has been linked closely to

enrollments. As the total number of students begins to

decline and if current funding policies are maintained,

support for post-secondary education will decrease. The

cost of some activities, however, are fixed. Total

institutional costs do not necessarily decline as

enrollments decline. Funding policies and procedures

should be adopted which recognize the fixed and variable

costs of post-sscondary education and which consider the

minimum program services which must be provided to offer

a creditable educational program consistent with the

stated or impli~d mission of an institution or program.

The challenge of adequately funding post-secondary

education will be complicated by li~ited state resources

and competition for public funds from other state

programs. Nonetheless, an adequate funding base must be

provided to ensure the financial integrity of post-

secondary education.

5. Minnesota should strive to enable all residents who
can benefit from post-secondary education the
opportunity to enroll in the institution or program
suited to their needs and abilities.

Access to post-secondary education should not be

arbitrarily limited because of sex, age, race, income,

residence, prior educational achievements, or physical

disabilities. To the extent possible, the state should

provide financial assistance to students with demon-

strated need so they can enroll and complete an educa-
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tional program which fulfills their educational objec-

tives and abilities. Completion of an educational

program enhances personal opportunities in the employ-

ment market, reduces the likelihood of dependency on

public assistance programs and contributes to personal

satisfaction. For these reasons, investment in student

financial aid programs is a wise use of public funds;

educated citizens benefit the entire community. The

level of state support for student financial aid should

be sufficient so that, through a partnership of shared

responsibility between the stUdent, his or her family,

the state, and the federal government, a variety of

choices exists for students. Through this partnership,

educational opportunities are provided to students which

permit them to achieve realistic career objectives and

the vitality of the educational marketplace is enhanced.

6. Minne~ota should support a diverse educational system
in which systems and institutions possess different
and educationally distinctive missions and settings.

Minnesota supports four public post-secondary education

systems and provides some assistance to private institu-

tions. Public systems and institutions are responsible,

by virtue of tradition and statutory mission, for

providing distinctive educational services. The assign-

ment of unique missions to each system attempts to

ensure effectiveness and efficiency. Some justifiable

overlap does exist in the programs and services offered

by each system. The educational programs available in



8-6

the public sector are complemented and enhanced by the

educational opportunities offered by private insti

tutions. Coordination efforts have limited unnecessary

overlap in the development of high cost, graduate and

professional programs. As enrollments decline and state

revenues are further constrained, however, there may be

pressure to expand missions and blur the lines of

distinctiveness betwee~ systems and institutions. Every

effort must be made to maintain these distinctive

missions and, if possible, to further enhance them.

Syst~~s and institutions must be encouraged to provide a

diverse set of instructional programs that are con

sist~nt with their mission 'and varied in their instruc

tional processes in order to meet the broad range of

needs for learni~g.




